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ABSTRACT 
This report provides summary information on the child support enforcement 
program, established under title IV-D of the Social Security Act. It includes 
basic program statistics and a description of the administrative structure and 
major characteristics of the program. 
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' THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM 
I. OVERVIEW 
Title IV-D of the Social Security Act was enacted in 1975 (P.L. 93-647) to 
-establish a program of child support enforcement. The program provides services 
to locate absent parents, establish paternity, and assist in the establishment 
and collection of court-ordered, administratively ordered, and voluntary child 
and spousal support payments. The program was enacted in an effort to require 
absent parents to support their children and thereby reduce spending for cash 
welfare under the Federal-State program of Aid to Families with Dependent Chil- 
dren (AFDC). The program covers both AFDC recipients and non-AFDC recipients. 
Applicants for, and beneficiaries of, AFDC are required to assign their 
support rights to the State in order to receive AFDC. In addition, each appli- 
cant or recipient must cooperate with the State if necessary to establish pater- 
nity and secure child support. 
The support payments made on behalf of AFDC children are paid to the State 
for distribution rather than directly to the family. If the child support col- 
lection is insufficient to lift the family's income above the State's AFDC elf- 
gibility limit the family receives its full welfare grant and the child support 
is distributed to reimburse the State and Federal Governments in proportion to 
their assistance to the family. If the recipient's income, including the child 
support payments, exceeds the State's AFDC standard of "need," the recipient's 
benefits are ended. 
Non-AFDC families participate in the program on a voluntary basis. Federal 
funding for services to non-AFDC families was made a permanent part of the 
program in 1980. The Tax Equity Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-248) 
allows States to provide child support enforcement services to non-AFDC families 
without charge or to recover costs of serving such families by charging the custo- 
dial parent or the absent parent an application fee of up to $20, and by retain- 
ing a portion of any child support payments which were collected. 
The Federal administration of title IV-D is in the Office of Child Support 
Enforcement (OCSE) of the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) (for- 
merly the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW)). OCSE reviews and 
approves State IV-D plans, establishes standards for effective State child sup- 
port programs, provides technical assistance to the States, assists them with 
reporting procedures, maintains records of program operations and child support 
expenditures and collections, and audits State programs. 
The Federal Parent Locator Service within OCSE obtains and transmits to 
State and local child support agencies information contained in the files of 
the Federal Government to assist in locating absent parents. 
Each State must designate a single and separate organizational unit to 
administer the IV-D program within the State. In most States, the child sup- 
port agency is located within the "umbrella" social services or human resources 
department, which also houses the State's AFDC program. State child support 
agencies also must have cooperative arrangements with law enforcement officials 
such as district attorneys, friends of the court, and attorneys general. 
Effective October 1, 1982, P.L. 97-248 reduced from 75 percent to 70 percent 
the Federal matching rate for administrative costs incurred by the State in pro- 
viding child and spousal support services. This includes costs incurred by law 
enforcement officials pursuant to cooperative agreements with the IV-D agency 
and costs of supportive or administrative personnel of courts in the performance 
of IV-D functions. (P.L. 97-248, repeals reimbursement for costs of court person- 
nel effective October 1, 1983.) As of July 1, 1981, Federal matching was avail- 
able to cover 90 percent of the cost of developing and implementing child support 
management information systems. 
A 15 percent incentive payment, (reduced by P.L. 97-248 to 12 percent effec- 
tive October 1, 1983) financed entirely from the Federal share of collections, 
is paid to States that enforce and collect child support for AFDC families within 
the State and on behalf of other States and to political subdivisions that enforce 
and collect child support intrastate. 
If a State is unsuccessful in obtaining child and spousal support, it may 
apply to the OCSE for a certification of the delinquent amount to the Internal 
Revenue Service for collection on behalf of AFDC recipients. Further, the wages 
or retirement benefits of Federal employees can be garnished to provide child 
support. Under P.L. 97-35, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982, the 
Secretary of the Treasury is required to withhold from any tax refunds due an 
individual that owes past-due support and whose family is receiving APDC an amount 
equal to any past-due support. / The withheld amount is to be sent to the State 
agency, together with notice of the taxpayer's current address. In addition, bank- 
ruptcy no longer discharges a parent from child support obligations. 
11 P.L. 95-272 extended eligibility for the incentive payment to a State 
that collects support payments on its own behalf. As a result all States qual- 
ify for the bonus for all child support collections they make. 
21 "Past-due Support" is defined as the amount of a delinquency determined 
under'court order or an order of an administrative process established under 
State law for support and maintenance of a child, or of a child and the parent 
with whom the child is living (spousal support). 
If a State is found by an annual audit not to have an effective child sup- 
port enforcement program that meets the requirements of title IV-D, the State's 
AFDC reimbursement is to be reduced by 5 percent. The first audit period was 
January 1 to September 30, 1977. However, Congress prohibited the imposition 
of any penalties until October 1, 1981. 
11. BACKGROUND 
The need f o r  Federa l  involvement i n  c h i l d  suppor t  enforcement e f f o r t s  a r o s e  
from changes i n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t h e  AFDC caseload.  The AFDC program pro- 
v i d e s  we l f a r e  payments t o  f a m i l i e s  i n  which one pa ren t  i s  deceased, absen t ,  d i s -  
ab led ,  o r  unemployed. When t h e  program began i n  1935, d e a t h  of a pa ren t  was t h e  
major cause  of e l i g i b i l i t y  and by 1940 i t  accounted f o r  42 percent  of t h e  AFDC 
caseload.  I n  1979, however, c h i l d r e n  e l i g i b l e  due t o  d e a t h  of  a pa ren t  accounted 
f o r  on ly  2 .2  percent  of t h e  t o t a l  case load;  44.3 percent  were e l i g i b l e  on grounds 
of a p a r e n t ' s  cont inued absence from home. 
S t a t i s t i c s  show t h a t  t h e  l a r g e s t  s i n g l e  f a c t o r  account ing f o r  t h e  i n c r e a s e  
i n  AFDC r o l l s  ha s  been t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number of  f a m i l i e s  i n  which t h e  par- 
e n t s  were never married. I n  1979, 37.5 percent  of AFDC r e c i p i e n t  c h i l d r e n  were 
deprived of f a t h e r ' s  suppor t  o r  c a r e  because t h e  f a t h e r  was n o t  marr ied t o  t h e  
mother. 
A Census Bureau s tudy  e n t i t l e d  "Child Support and Alimony: 1978" - 3/ s a y s  
t h a t  of 7.1 m i l l i o n  women who had c h i l d r e n  p r e s e n t l y  under 21 y e a r s  of age  from 
an absent  f a t h e r ,  on ly  about  59 percent  were awarded o r  had a n  agreement t o  re -  
c e i v e  c h i l d  suppor t  payments. The average amount of  c h i l d  suppor t  r ece ived  was 
$1,800 and represen ted  20 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  income of t h e  mothers involved.  
Of t h e  women who were supposed t o  r e c e i v e  c h i l d  suppor t  i n  1978, 49 pe rcen t  re- 
ceived t h e  f u l l  amount they were due. 
31 U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of t h e  Census. Curren t  Popula t ion  - 
Repor t s ,  Spec i a l  S tudies .  S e r i e s  I?-23, no. 112. Chi ld  Support and Alimony: 1978. 
A. Basic Program Statistics 
o $670.6 million in collections on behalf of AFDC recipients in 
FY 1981, 
o $958.3 million in collections on behalf of non-AFDC recipients 
in FY 1981, 
o $1.6 billion in total child support collections in FY 1981, and 
o $512.5 million in total administrative expenditures in FY 1981, 
the Federal Government paid 75 percent of total administrative 
expenditures and the States paid 25 percent. 
o In FY 1981, 705,000 parents were located. 
o A support obligation was established in 420,000 cases. 
o Paternity was established in approximately 163,500 cases. 
o In FY 1981, almost 46,000 cases (families) were removed from the AFDC 
rolls due to child support collections. 
An expanded set of data is to be found in appendix A. 
B. Administrative Structure 
Title IV-D provides for the establishment of State child support agencies 
(referred to as IV-D agencies), State and Federal Parent Locator Services, and 
a Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement. 
The fundamental activities of the IV-D programs are carried out at the 
State level, although some States allow local administration under State super- 
vision. It is the State unit, the IV-D agency, that has the responsibility of 
establishing paternity and securing support. The Parent Locator Services of the 
States are organized within the IV-D agencies. 
The Federal unit, OCSE, plays primarily a supervisory role. It establishes 
requirements for the States in the areas of organization and staffing, and it 
develops general program standards. Each year OCSE is required to review all 
State programs, checking for effectiveness and compliance with the law, in its 
annual audit. Additional audits are made of State program operations. 
The Office of Child Support Enforcement also provides informational assis- 
tance. OCSE gives States technical aid and assists them in their reporting pro- 
cedures. More importantly, though, through its Parent Locator Service it pro- 
vides States with information to lead to the location of absent parents. 
OCSE serves as a certifying authority to which IV-D agencies must appeal 
before they may take two particular actions: Before a State may invoke the use 
of the collection mechanism of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to collect 
overdue child support, it must appeal to OCSE for certification of the delinquent 
amount. And before a State may utilize the Federal courts in a IV-D case, OCSE 
must certify the action. 41 
A last function of OCSE is to maintain program records. 
The OCSE is within the Department of Health and Human Services, its Director 
reporting directly to the Secretary. The Commissioner of Social Security is the 
Director of OCSE at the present time. - 51 
C. Program Characteristics 
1. Reimbursement of AFDC Expenditures 
As a condition of eligibility for aid, every AFDC applicant or recipient 
must assign the State his or her rights to support. The State is hence entitled 
to any child support obligations ordered to be given on behalf of AFDC recipients, 
41 The OCSE has delegated the certification authority to DHHS child support 
regio<al representatives. 
5 1  Prior to the March 1977 reorganization of HHS, the Administrator of the 
~ociaB and Rehabilitation Service was the Director of the office. 
including such obligations as have accrued at the time of support rights 
assignments. 
A related provision requires that child support payments made by a parent 
on behalf of AFDC children be sent to the State. 
Acting in concert, these two provisions enable the State to regain portions 
of its AFDC expenditures. In cases where child support payments are made to the 
State, as required, the State continues to send out AFDC benefits, unchanged in 
amount. The actual support money goes to offset Federal and State AFDC expendi- 
tures. 61 The amount reimbursed to the Federal and State Governments is deter- - 
mined according to the extent of financial participation of each in AFDC payments. 
(One of two formulas may be used to determine State and Federal AFDC financial 
participation levels; the matching percentages are adjusted biennially and vary 
from State to State.) 
If the amount of child support payment received exceeds the monthly AFDC pay- 
ment (thus making the family ineligible for AFDC), the State sends the difference 
on to the family, up to a limit: the level established by the court or adminis- 
trative procedure - 71 as the parent's support obligation for the current month. 
The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, P.L. 97-248, requires that 
child support payments collected which are sufficient to make the family ineli- 
gible for AFDC will be paid to the family in months after the first month of in- 
eligibility. Thus, the family would not be able to receive double payment for 
61 In the first 14 months of the IV-D program, through September 30, 1976, 
40 percent of the first $50 of the current month's child support payment collected 
(to a maximum of $20) was required to be paid to the AFDC family. 
71 Title IV-D allows States to set up procedures and formulas for determin- 
ing c%ld support amounts. In FY 1981, the following States had enacted legisla- 
tion providing for administrative procedures to be used: Alaska, Connecticut, 
Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Montana, New Hampshire, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. 
the same month, once in the form of AFDC, and once as a result of the child 
support collection. This provision took effect October 1, 1982. When the 
amount of support received exceeds the court-ordered support obligations for 
the month (such as at times when arrears are being settled), the additional 
amounts are retained by the State for reimbursement of past AFDC expenditures, to 
be distributed between the State and Federal Governments in the same way as above. 
Any excess, above amounts needed to reimburse the Federal and State Governments, 
goes to the family. 
The child support law authorizes each State to continue to collect child sup- 
port payments for 3 months after a family becomes ineligible for AFDC. 81 (Each 
State sets its own eligibility standards with respect to income and assets.) An 
amendment to title IV-D enacted in the 95th Congress specifically provides that 
during the 3-month period a State may take support amounts paid in excess of the 
* 
absent parent's support obligation for reimbursement of prior APDC expenditures. 
If there is no excess or if there are no unreimbursed AFDC payments, the total 
support payment is paid to the family. After the end of the 3-month period, the 
State may continue to collect the current monthly support payments, but this time 
only if the person on whose behalf the collections would be made applies for col- 
lection as a non-recipient of AFDC. This time the State may subtract from the 
support payment its costs in handling the support collections, no matter how much 
the payment is. When a family ceases receiving AFDC, the assignment of support 
rights terminates, except with respect to the amount of any unpaid support obliga- 
tion. The State is required to attempt to collect the unpaid obligation. 
81 In FY 1981, all States but 13 had opted to collect for the 3-month 
periox, the 13 being : Alabama, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, 
Virginia, and West Virginia. Georgia had opted to collect for 2 months, Kentucky 
for 1. Six States opted to collect child support payments for up to 5 months 
after the family became ineligible for AFDC benefits, the 6 States were: District 
of Columbia, Idaho, Maryland, New Mexico, Ohio, and Oklahoma. 
2. The Requirement of Cooperation 
Each recipient of, or applicant for, AFDC is required to cooperate with 
the State if need be in its efforts to locate the absent parent, establish 
paternity, and collect support. Again, this is a condition of eligibility for 
cash assistance, contained within title IV-A- Under the law, AFDC recipients 
or applicants may be excused from the requirement of cooperation if the IV-A 
(AFDC) agency determines that good cause for noncooperation exists, taking into 
consideration "the best interests of the child on whose behalf aid is claimed." 
The determination is made according to standards set forth in Federal regulations, 
the so-called good cause regulations. If good cause is found not to exist and if 
the relative with whom a child is living still refuses to cooperate, the child's 
benefits will not be suspended, but the relative's will. Additionally, the 
child's benefits will be sent in the form of a protective payment to a person not 
the relative. (The same is true of refusal to assign the State support rights: 
if an APDC applicant or recipient refuses to make an assignment of support rights, 
the child will not be disqualified from AFDC. The applicant or recipient will be 
disqualified, however, and the child will be able to receive benefits only in the 
form of protective payments.) 
The requirement that applicants and recipients cooperate in establishing 
paternity and obtaining support from an absent parent has been the subject of 
controversy since it was first enacted as part of the original child support 
legislation. The provision was modified by P.L. 94-88, enacted August 1, 1975, 
to allow noncooperation on the part of individuals whom the State determined 
had good cause for refusal, such determinations to be made on the basis of stan- 
dards established by the Secretary of HEW. The requirement that the Secretary 
establish standards turned out to be difficult to fulfill because of continuing 
controversy over their content. Proposed regulations were published August 13, 
1976, a year after the good cause legislation was enacted. Final regulations 
were not published until nearly 1-112 years later, on January 16, 1978. The 
final regulations generated further controversy and were subsequently revised 
and published on October 3, 1978. 
The revised set of final good cause regulations became effective on Decem- 
ber 4, 1978. The revised set is specific with respect to the circumstances 
under which State welfare (IV-A) agencies may find good cause. According to tMS 
analysis of the comments received on the first set of final regulations, some 
individuals, for the most part district attorneys and representatives of State 
and local IV-D agencies, argued that the regulations placed an unreasonable bur- 
den on the IV-D program, in terms of administrative effort and by permitting 
unjustified noncooperation. Others, in the main from legal services organiza- 
tions and other advocate groups, either supported the current regulations or 
argued that they were inadequate to insure against emotional or physical harm 
to the child or caretaker relative. As the result of public comments, the 
Department of HHS promulgated the revised set of final regulations, which are 
stricter and more specific than those issued earlier. 
A summary of these revised final good cause regulations follows. Circum- 
stances under which cooperation may be found to be against the best interests of 
the child are defined to include: situations in which cooperation is reasonably 
anticipated to result in physical or emotional harm to the child, or physical 
or emotional harm to the caretaker relative, of such nature that it reduces the 
capacity to care for the child adequately; situations in which the child was con- 
ceived as a result of incest or forcible rape; and situations in which legal 
procedures are underway for the child's adoption. According to the regulations, 
physical harm and emotional harm must be of a serious nature. A finding of good 
cause for emotional harm may only be based on a demonstration of an emotional 
impairment that substantially affects the individual's functioning. The factors 
of incest, rape, and pending adoption do not automatically excuse noncoopera- 
tion; in such cases, also, a determination that cooperation would be detrimental 
to the child must be made for cooperation to be excused. Payments to an AFDC 
recipient cannot be denied, delayed, or discontinued because a good cause claim 
is pending. (In the case of applicants, however, a judgment on eligibility for 
the AFDC program will be held up if corroborative evidence of the good cause 
claim is not provided.) Eligibility for exemption from cooperation is to be 
reviewed periodically. States may choose to allow their IV-D agencies to pro- 
ceed with collection efforts after a claim of good cause has been proved, with- 
out the cooperation of the caretaker relative, only in instances where the IV-A 
agency believes that pursuing collection efforts independently would not result 
in harm to the child or caretaker relative. Lastly, certain procedures of the 
good cause determination process are specified. 
3. The Parent Locator Services 
The State IV-D agency is required to attempt to locate all absent parents 
when their location is unknown. In doing this, States must use what are 
described in the regulations as "appropriate local locator sources," such as 
officials and employees administering public assistance, general assistance, 
medical assistance, food stamps and social services, relatives and friends of 
the absent parent, current or past employers, the local telephone company, the 
U.S.  Postal Service, financial references, unions, fraternal organizations, and 
police, parole, and probation records if appropriate. They must also use appro- 
priate State agencies and departments, including the departments which maintain 
records of public assistance, unemployment insurance, income taxation, drivers 
license, vehicle registration, and criminal records. 
Regulations that became effective July 31, 1978, permit State child support 
agencies to submit requests for location information regarding absent parents to 
the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) from two child support offices in the 
State in addition to the central office of the State child support agency and 
allow a State to submit these requests at the same time that it attempts to 
locate an absent parent using location sources within the State. Previously, 
only the State IV-D agency could transmit requests. The change was aimed at 
shortening the turnaround time for location requests of large cities. Earlier, 
it took at least 60 days in many States to search all State location sources; 
and if these efforts were unsuccessful and a request then was submitted to the 
FPLS, it took another 60 days for the FPLS to process most location requests. 
During FY 1980, the FPLS reduced the average monthly backlog of address requests 
by 52 percent and the average monthly processing costs by $10,000. The OCSE 
says that these results were due in part to the major technical improvements 
to the FPLS, of which the aforementioned provision was one. 
The FPLS is supported by a telecommunications network which gives States 
and selected local jurisdictions with remote computer terminals a direct com- 
munications link with the FPLS. As of September 1981, 48 States, the District 
of Columbia and 4 local jurisdictions were using the telecommunications net- 
work. States lacking terminals use FPLS services through magnetic tape or 
paper documents. POL. 96-265, the Social Security Disability Amendments of 
1980, requires Federal funding at the 90 percent rate for costs attributable to 
the planning, design, development, installation or enhancement of approved com- 
puterized management information systems for both the child support enforcement 
and AFDC programs, effective July 1, 1981. 
The FPLS is organized within OCSE. An interface with the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) and the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) provides the FPLS 
with last known home and employer addresses. When the social security number is 
not known, it is acquired from SSA. The FPLS regularly receives address infor- 
mation from the five branches of the armed services, from the Veterans Adminis- 
tration (VA), from the National Personnel Records Center (NPRC) of the General 
Services Administration (GSA) (the NPRC keeps records on Federal Government 
civilian employees, records not kept by SSA). Contacted on an exceptional basis 
are the Civil Service Commission and other Federal agencies, the information 
transfer sometimes taking place between a State PLS and a local office of the 
Federal agency rather than between the FPLS and the agency staff. In addition 
to the above-mentioned interface with the IRS and SSA, the FPLS has established 
a computer interface with the NPRC, and other computer interfaces are planned. 
The DHHS reimburses agencies for costs they incur pursuant to FPLS requests. 
4. Federal-State Financial Provisions 
Effective October 1, 1982, the Federal Government pays 70 percent of the 
administrative costs incurred by the State in providing child support enforcement 
services. This level of Federal financial participation is substantially higher 
than is provided for administration of the AFDC program, which is 50 percent. 
Prior to P.L. 97-248, the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, 
Federal matching for State administrative costs was 75 percent. 
Beginning July 1, 1980 Federal matching funds for child support adminis- 
trative costs included expenditures by courts (in excess of 1978 costs and 
exclusive of judge's salaries) in performing child support enforcement activi- 
ties. However, P.L. 97-248 repealed Federal matching for the costs of court 
personnel, effective October 1, 1983. 
Financial incentives are provided to political subdivisions which enforce 
and collect child support obligations on behalf of State IV-D agencies as well 
as to the State as a whole if it collects child support payments on its own 
behalf. Under P.L. 96-272, a State that administers its own child support 
enforcement program (without county participation) was made eligible to receive 
an incentive payment for child support collections. Where the program is State 
supervised but administered by political subdivisions, the political subdivision 
collecting and enforcing is entitled to receive the incentive. Where various pro- 
gram activities are carried out by both the State and the political subdivision, 
the entity to receive the incentive could be controlled by the cooperative agree- 
ment, purchase of service agreement or possibly State law. The incentive amount 
is 15 percent of such child support payments as are collected by the localities. - 9 /  
The same 15 percent incentive payments are given to States enforcing and collect- 
ing child support obligations on behalf of other States. When more than one jur- 
isdiction is involved, the incentive payment is allocated among the jurisdictions. 
Thus, for any one collection of assigned child support, only one 15 percent incen- 
tive payment is made. Incentive payments come out of the portion of child support 
collections sent to the Federal Government, thus costing the State nothing. Under 
P.L. 97-248, child support incentive payments were reduced from 15 percent to 12 
percent, effective October 1, 1983. 
Financial penalties may be imposed on the States. If in the annual audit a 
State's program is found not to be effective and not to meet the requirements of 
91 Until October 1, 1977, the incentive payments amounted to 25 percent in - 
the first year of collections and 10 percent thereafter. 
title IV-D, the Federal share of that State's total AFDC expenditures could be 
reduced by 5 percent. 
A specific authorization of Federal matching funds for IV-D service provided 
to nonrecipients of AFDC, which originally expired September 30, 1978, but was 
subsequently extended retroactively (P.L. 96-178), has been made permanent 
(P.L. 96-272). The Federal matching rate for administering such services like 
those for AFDC families, was reduced to 70 percent, effective October 1, 1982, by 
POL. 97-248. 
5. The IRS Collection Mechanism 
A State IV-D agency may request the OCSE to use the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice collection mechanism to collect delinquent child support obligations estab- 
lished by court order or administrative procedure on behalf of an AFDC recipient. 
To use the IRS mechanism, a State must show OCSE that it has made diligent and 
reasonable efforts to collect the delinquent amount using its own collection mech- 
anisms. 
The IRS may give the amount and type of income received and the number of 
dependents claimed by the absent parent as reflected on the latest return; the 
IRS also furnishes address information based on the latest income tax return 
filed by the absent parent to the FPLS. To improve the capacity of the State 
child support enforcement agencies to acquire accurate wage data, P.L. 96-265 
authorizes and requires SSA to disclose wage and self-employment information 
directly to State and local child support enforcement agencies. Previously, 
this information could be obtained only from the IRS. P.L. 96-265 also requires 
States to disclose wage information from unemployment compensation records to 
CSE agencies for the same purpose. 
As was stated earlier, IRS can collect delinquent child support when a State 
has been unable to collect. However, before the 1981 change in law, the IRS 
could collect only when the delinquency was under a court order. P.L. 97-35 
permits IRS to collect child support that is delinquent under an administrative 
order, and also allows the IRS to collect support obligations with respect to 
the parent with whom the child is living and who is receiving AFDC. - 101 In 
addition, new law provides that IRS is to collect delinquent child support from 
income tax refunds of the offending parent. States will be allowed to submit 
to the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement AFDC cases in which there is 
a child support arrearage. The OCSE will consolidate the requests and send them 
to the IRS. Before a tax refund is sent to any taxpayer, the IRS will first 
check to see if there is a child support arrearage and send the refund, up to 
the amount of the arrearage, to the State child support agency. - 111 Before the IRS 
mechanism may be used, OCSE must certify the delinquent amount; only delinquent 
amounts may be collected through the IRS mechanism. States must pay the Federal 
Government a fee for costs involved in making the collection. 
Public Law 96-265 strengthened the child support enforcement powers of the 
States by extending to the States the authority to request the IRS collection 
of delinquent child support payments for non-AFDC families. This change was 
effective as of July 1, 1980. 
101 A current population reports study (cited in footnote 3 page 5) states 
that of the 14.3 million ever divorced or separated women, in 1978, only about 
14 percent were awarded or had an agreement to receive alimony or maintenance 
payments. The average amount of alimony received was $2,850, or 26 percent of 
the total income of the women who received alimony. 
111 Over a half million cases were submitted by 46 States and the District 
of ~oGmbba for collection during FY 1981. 
6. Garnishment 
Under title IV-D, persons receiving remuneration for employment by the 
United States Government, including members of the armed services, are made 
subject to garnishment proceedings as if their employer were a private citizen, 
for collection of child support and alimony obligations. The law defines re- 
muneration as including compensation for personal services; whether severance 
pay, sick pay, or incentive pay. It also includes periodic benefits such as 
social security benefits or other Federal pensions, retirement, annuities, 
dependents or survivors' benefits, black lung benefits, and veterans' pension 
and compensation. 
Extensive amendments to the garnishment provisions of Title IV-D were 
made in the 95th Congress. The procedures for service of garnishment orders 
upon the United States were specified. District of Columbia employees were 
specifically included under the law. Issuance of garnishment regulations was 
authorized on behalf of the three branches of the Federal Government and on 
behalf of the Government of the District of Columbia. And certain terms used 
in the garnishment sections of the law were further defined. 
7. Inter-State Cooperation 
Title IV-D requires that States cooperate to secure collections of support 
on each other's behalf. The primary mechanism of interstate child support 
action is the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), which pre- 
dated title IV-D. By 1955, URESA had been adopted by all States. It allows 
any person owed child support payments to file a petition in the home State and 
receive a hearing in the State where the obligor resides. This procedure pro- 
vides for enforcement or modification of an existing support order as well as 
initial determination of support payments. 
One drawback to URESA's effectiveness is that it is not uniform among all 
States. States have adopted various amendments to URESA or dropped whole sec- 
tions from the original version. Therefore, before filing a URESA petition, one 
must assess the responding State's law. In many cases, differences in the laws 
of individual States prevent prosecution. For example, while the initiating 
State may allow suits for arrearages, the responding State may not have a pro- 
vision for collecting arrearages. In that case, an action to collect arrearages 
would be blocked. 
In addition, prosecutorial indifference in the responding State may cause 
undue delay. Even after the hearing is scheduled, a prosecutor may not ade- 
quately represent the absent petitioner, even though URESA provides that the 
prosecuting attorney shall prosecute the case diligently. 
Title IV-D itself requires cooperation between States in matters of pater- 
nity determination, parent location, and child support collection. 
The Federal courts may be used as a mechanism of child support action in 
cases involving two States. To use the Federal courts, a State seeking action 
must apply to OCSE for certification of the case for the courts, which OCSE 
gives if it finds the other State to have been remiss and finds the use of the 
Federal courts to be the only solution to the problem. 
8. State-Local Interaction 
The child support law requires State IV-D agencies to enter into coopera- 
tive arrangements with appropriate court and law enforcement officials in order 
to promote effectiveness in the IV-D program. 
States may choose to have their IV-D program administered at the local 
level, under State supervision. 
Fees Charged to Nonrecipients of AFDC 
Before October 1, 1981, States were allowed to provide federally-subsidized 
child support enforcement services to non-AFDC families without charge or to re- 
cover costs of servicing such families by charging the custodial parent an appli- 
cation fee of up to $20 (a limit set by regulation), and by retaining a portion 
of any child support payments which were collected. 
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, replaced this 
optional provision with a requirement that States impose a fee equal to 10 per- 
cent of the support owed, to be charged against the absent parent and added to 
the amount of the collection. 
The Congress, in passage of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 
1982, P.L. 97-248, repealed the Reconciliation Act provision and restored the fee 
provisions of prior law under which States had an option as to whether or not to 
charge for the cost of non-AFDC child support collection. P.L. 97-248 gives the 
States the additional option of allowing them to recover cost either from the 
absent parent or from the custodial parent. 
If a State elects to collect from the custodial parent (by deducting the 
costs from the amount of child support which is collected) the State must have 
in effect a procedure under which the court or other entity which determines the 
amount of the support obligation will be notified of the amount by which any 
support collection will be reduced to reimburse the costs of collection. 
This provision took effect August 13, 1981. 
10. Establishment of Paternity 
Paternity may be established by court order or by other legal procedures 
(for instance, by acknowledgement) as State law dictates. Each State IV-D agency 
is required to create a list of laboratories which perform acceptable tests 
usable for paternity determinations purposes, including blood tests, and to make 
this list available to appropriate courts and law enforcement officials, and to 
the public on request. Under the good cause regulations referred to earlier, 
the welfare agency may determine that it is against the best interests of the 
child to seek to establish paternity in cases involving incest, forcible rape, 
or pending procedures for adoption. 
11. Child Support Intercept of Unemployment Benefits 
Public Law 97-35 requires that past-due child support obligations be with- 
held from the unemployment benefits or trade adjustment benefits of a delinquent 
parent. The law requires the child support enforcement agency to collect any 
outstanding child support obligations owed by an individual receiving unemploy- 
ment benefits--through an agreement with the individual or, in the absence, the 
legal processes of the State--by having a portion of the individual's employment 
benefits withheld and forwarded to the State child support agency. State plan 
requirements for this provision take effect October 1, 1982. 
12. Child Support Obligations Not Discharged by Bankruptcy 
Public Law 97-35 provides that a child support obligation assigned to a 
State as a condition of AFDC eligibility can no longer be discharged in 
bankruptcy. 
13. Allotments for Child and Spousal Support by Members of the Armed Forces 
The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 added a new section to 
title IV-D of the Social Security Act to require allotments from the pay and 
allowances of any member of the uniformed service on active duty when he fails 
to make child or spousal support payments. The requirement would arise when 
the servicemember failed to make support payments in an amount at least equal 
to the value of 2 month's worth of support. Provisions of the Consumer Credit 
Protection Act would apply so that the percentage of the member's pay which 
could be subject to allotment would be limited. The amount of the allotment 
would be the amount of the support payment, as established under a legally en- 
forceable administrative or judicial order. In addition, the servicemember 
must be given an opportunity (within a 30-day limit) to consult a judge advocate 
or other law specialist. This provision took effect October 1, 1982. 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT CASE FUNCTIONS 
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APPENDIX A: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT STATISTICS 
The fol lowing ma te r i a l s  have been excerpted from "Child Support Enforcement; 
6 t h  Annual Report t o  Congress f o r  t h e  per iod  ending September 30, 1981," U.S. 
Department of Heal th and Human Services .  O f f i c e  of Child Support Enforcement. 
December 31, 1981. 
T a b l e  I 
T o t a l  C h i l d  Suppor t  C o l l e c t i o n s  
by S t a t e  S ince  Program Incep t ion  
STATE 
T o t a l s  
Alabama 
Ala ska  
Ar izona  
Arkansas  
C a l i f o r n i a  
Color  ado  
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware 
D i s t .  Columbia 
F l o r  i d a  
Georg i a  
Guam 
Hawaii 
I daho  
I l l i n o i s  




L o u i s i  ana  
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachuse t t s  
Michigan 
Minnesota  
M i s s i s s i p p i  





New J e r s e y  
New Mexico 
New York 
Nor th  C a r o l i n a  
Nor th  Dakota 
Oh io  
Oklahama 
Orega r  
Pennsy lvan i a  
P u e r t o  R i c o  
Rhode I s l a n d  
S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  





V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  
V i r g i n i a  
Washington 
West V i r g i n i a  
Wiscons in  
Womf ng 
F i s c a l  Year 
1976 
511,676,067 






















































T r a n s i t i o n  








4,095,  031 


























































































































































































































F i s c a l  Year 
lr8.C 
* F l o r i d a  1976 non-AFDC c o l l e c t i o n s  n o t  r e p o r t e d .  
' s t a t e  (AFDC) under waiver .  
Table 2 
C h i l d  S u p p o r t  C o l l e c t i o n s  o n  B e h a l f  
o f  F a m i l i e s  R e c e i v i n g  AFDC, 
by S t a t e  S i n c e  Program I n c e p t i o n  
STATE 
T o t a l s  
Alabama 
A l a s k a  
Ar izona  
A r k a n s a s  
C a l i f o r n i a  
Color  a d o  
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware 
D i s t .  Columbia 
P l o t  i d a  
G e o r g i a  
Guam 
Hawaii 
I d a h o  
I l l i n o i s  




L o u i s i a n a  
Maine 
Maryland 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  
Michigan 
Minneso ta  
' M i s s i s s i p p i  





New J e r s e y  
New Mexico 
New Yor k 
~ o r t h  C a r o l i n a  
North. Dakota  
O h i o  
Oklahoma 
Oregar  
~ e n n s y l v a n  i a  
P u e r t o  R i c o  
Rhode I s l a n d  
S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  





V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  
V i r g i n i a  
Washington 
West V i r g i n i a  
Wiscons in  
Wyoming 
F i s c a l  Year 
1976 
203,551,344 
1 2 , 8 2 9  
-0- 
11 ,684  
30,855 
10 ,997 ,242  
1 ,787 ,384  
6 ,529 ,535  
676,487 


























105 ,793  
397,650 
16 ,285 ,843  
545,557 
2,027,931 







1 ,603 ,145  
664 ,991  
33,611 
3,694,024 
11 ,233 ,761  
-0- 
3 ,366 ,782  
150,570 
T r a n s i t i o n  




















































3 ,594 ,983  
79,732 
4,237,220 
67 ,431  





















































15 ,555 ,311  
745,974 
19 ,381 ,736  
304,294 










1 , 3 0 1 , 2 7 3  
687,149 
4 ,711 ,891  
4,217,620 
-0- 
1 ,648 ,076  
1 ,583 ,594  








26 ,524 ,871  
73 ,084 ,263  
13 ,032 ,825  
1 ,062 ,760  
3 ,190 ,701  
672,802 
1 ,909 ,592  
424,557 
2,004,138 






1 ,260 ,179  
10 ,844 ,592  
29,2Ol,46O 
23 3,514 





4 ,580 ,172  
978,860 
1 4 3 , 7 9 1  
3,886,258 
17 ,362 ,879  
1 ,105 ,258  
21,733,735 
305,857 
F i s c a l  Year F i s c a l  Year 
1980 
X S t a t e  under wa iver .  
T a b l e  3 
STATE 
T o t a l s  
Alabama 
Alaska  
Ar izona  
Arkansas  
C a l i f o r n i a  
Color  ado 
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware 
~ i s t .  Columbia 
F l o r i d a  
Georg ia  
Guam 
Hawaii 
I d a h o  
I l l i n o i s  




L o u i s i a n a  
Maine 
Maryland 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  
Michigan 
Minnesota  
M i s s i s s i p p i  




N e w  Hampshire 
New J e r s e y  
New Mexico 
New York 
Nor th  C a r o l i n a  
N o r t h  Dakota 
O h i o  
Oklahoma 
Osegcm 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  
P u e r t o  R i c o  
Rhode I s l a n d  
S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  





V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  
V i r g i n i a  
Washington 
West V i r g i n i a  
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 






































19 ,908  


















I n f o r m a t i o n  n o t  r e p o r t e d .  
CRS-28 
C h i l d  Suppor t  C o l l e c t i o n s  on Behalf  
of F a m i l i e s  N o t  Rece iv ing  AFW 
by S t a t e  S i n c e  Program I n c e p t i o n  
T r a n s i t i o n  
Q u a r t e r  
98,142,948 


















8 ,129  































































































































































































































1 ,176 ,161  
1,449,635 
3 ,262 ,401  
1,001,343 
10,789,304 
8 ,347 ,721  
590,501 
13,245,662 








78 ,361  
71,865,471 
631,247 





82 ,353 ,521  
165,563,842 










10 ,170 ,161  
133,296 
8 ,010 ,429  
197,144 
TABLE 4. Total Child Support Collections, Child Support Collections on Behalf of 
Families Receiving AFDC and Child Support Collections on Behalf of Families 






C a l i f o r n i a  
Color  ado 
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware 
D i s t .  o f  C o l .  
F l o r i d a  
Georg ia  
Guam 
Hawaii 
I d a h o  
I l l i n o i s  
I n d i a n a  
I ow a  
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Lou i s i a n a  
Maine 
nary 1 and 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  
Michigan 
Minnesota  
M i s s i s s i p p i  





New J e r s e y  
New Hexlco 
New York 
North  C a r o l i n a  
North  Dakota 
Ohio 
O k l  ehoma 
Oregon 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  
P u e r t o  Rico 
Hhode I s l a n d  
Sou th  C a r o l i n a  





V i r g i n i a  
V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  
U a s b i n g t o n  
' d e s t  V i r g i n i a  
U i  s c o n s i n  
'd yo m i  nu 
Total 
Nationwide T o t a l s  1 , 6 ? 8 , f I 9 4 , 4 6 6  
AFDC 
Tot a 1  s 
A l a b a r a  
A l a s k a  
A r i z m a  
Arkansaa  
C a l i f o r n i a  
C o l a a d o  
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware 
D i n t .  C o l u a b i a  
?lor i& 
C c o r g i a  
Guam 
R m a i  i 
I d a h o  
Illinois 
I n d i a n a  
Iowa 
I t ansas  
Kentucky 
L o u i s i a n a  
Uaine  
)hr y l a n d  
I larssachuaet ts  
n i c h i g a n  
W i ~ e m t a  
W i s n i s a i p p i  
n i s s o u r  i 
k m t a n a  
Nebraska 
Nevada 
Ncw B w n h i r e  
New J e r n e y  
Ucw n e x i w  
Ncw York 
R o r t h  C a r o l i n a  
Worth Dakota 
O h i o  
Oklahoma 
OKegQl 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  
P u e r t o  R i c o  
Rho& I s l a n d  
S o u t h  C ~ K O ~ ~ M  
S o u t h  Dakota  - 
T e n n e a s n  
T e x a s  
Utah 
Ver m a l t  
V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  
V i r g i n i a  
Washington 
Went V i r g i n i a  
W i s o m s i n  
W d n g  
CFS-30 
A h i n i s t r a t i v e  E x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  t h e  
C h i l d  Suppor t  Program 
by S t a t e  Since Program I n c e p t i m  
Trans1  t i o n  





































56 ,983  





























































































6 ,907 ,651  
4,021,177 
3,798,545 






























































































TABLE 6. Administrative Expenditures for the 
Child Support Enforcement Program (by State, FY 1981) 
State Total APDC Non-AFDC 
Alabama 
Alaska  
Ar izona  
Arkansas  
C a l i f o r n i a  
Color  ado 
C o n n e c t i c u t  
Delaware  
Dist. o f  Co l .  
F l o r i d  a  
Georgi  a  
Guam 
H a u a l i  
I d a h o  
I1 l i n o i s  




L o u i s i a n a  
Maine 
nary  1 and 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  
Michigan 
Minnesota  
M i  s s i s s i p p i  




New' Hampshire  
New J e r s e y  
New Hex ico  
New York 
North  C a r o l i n a  
North  Dakota  
Ohio 
. Okl ahoma 
Oregon 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  
P u e r t o  Rico 
Rhode I s l a n d  
S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  
S o u t h  Dakota  




V i r g i n i a  
V i r g i n  I sl ands  
U a s h i n g t o n  
West V i r g i n i a  
d l  s c o n s i n  
M yomi ng 
N a t l o n u i d e  T o t a l s  
TABLE 7 . Child Support Enforcement Caseload 
(by State. by FY 1981) 
Total AFDC Non-AFDC 
State (Average) (Average) (Average) 






























New Rampshire .............. 
New Jersey ................. 
New Mexico ................. 
New York ................... 
North Carolina ............. 





Puerto Bico ................ 
Rhode Island ............... 
South Carolina ............. 
South Dakota ............... 
Tennessee .................. ...................... Texas 
Utah ....................... 
Venont .................... 
Virgin Islands ............. 
Virginia ................... 
Washington ................. 
West Virginia .............. 
Wisconsin .................. 
Wyoming .................... 
TABLE 8 . Number of Support Obligations Established. Parents Located. 
and Paternities Established (By State. FY 1981) 
State 
Number of Number of Number of 
Support Obligations Parents Paternities 
Established Located Established 
.......... Nationwide totals 
kizona .................... 
Arkansas ................... ................. California 
Colorado ................... 
Connecticut ................ 







Indiana .................... ....................... Iowa 
KBnsas ..................... 
Kentucky ................... .................. Louisiana 










New Bampshire .............. 
New Jersey ................. 
New Mexico ................. 
New York ................... 
North Carolina ............. 





Puerto Rico ................ 
m o d e  Island ............... 
South Carolina ............. 





Virgin Islands ............. 
Virginia ................... 
Washington ................. 
West Virginia .............. 
Wisconsin .................. 
Wyoming .................... 
a/ Connecticut's figures represent only those support obligations 
e s t a b h h e d  for AFDC cases . 
b/ Massachusettr'e number of parents located includes AFDC data only; 
non-EDC data were not reported . 
cf Nebraska's figures include only those non-APDC parents located as 
AFDC ;ate is not yet available from the counties . 

